.

1-19~54

Dear Bruceﬁ a

ere 1s a hsty reply to informution requested in your (urgent) letter
to Josh, received today, and also to some questions in your New Y:ar's letter.
1)W-677(&relatifes, 1177, 1817, 1876) carry a complex , supprficially called
Gal 5 (lysogenicity paper, table 1) Historys for pur oses I needn t describe,
a Gal- stock was allowed to paplilate; later th: Gal+ derivative was ir-
radia ted and a Gal - isolated, which actuwally was a slow-fermenter. Our
estimte’ so-culled rev rsion probubly a suppressor: W-677 thereflore quite
likely carries original and secondary Gal- mutaxtions and differs furth:r
from wild stock by carrying a suppressor to the oriczinal mutation. At any
rate 1f the progeny are adequately tusted, 677 crossed to either Gal ¢+ or
Gal- gives rise to at least 3 distinguishable phenotypés arong the progeny,

I explicity did not use this stogk in Gal-Lo data (indidentally
based on P+ x F+ crosses) and among others wrote |to Appleyard at Caltech,
and to Dawes, Sept. 1953 ( at least, that's how I deciphered the signature

of Rowley s colleague Clowes ). You maydggznggf%q$§ that Wollmnan us-s 1177

(6772) as-the Gal + parent! N
In our opinion, no relj be pl;ZZE\Qﬁ Gal +/- segregations

if W-677 is one parent in the crdsgd consideratione

odd Clowes that W-945 and W-677
5 ¢ from a common stock, W-1; thus they
are identical only for: T-LpTh-Dba I-.
#=945 is now known t ' It is unrelated to 946 which is a
prototrophic derivitifg Tre % 33 and shown to be alleiic with the
9 ¢ ultimately built up.

3) We are workings &
cluster of Gal genes
and Gal 4 h:

f clossly linked but zenetically sepurable

age to the Lpy (sic) locus. Gal 1, Gal 2,

#s¥ intensively. Yhen some aspects of this in-

: . a0erf, we hope optimmisti~ully) the asymbol desicnations
of the be prosented. Gal 1l...4 were described in my thesis (see

hips »aper) .

he status of Gal- mutants othr than those produced at
Wiscons{n, ! 's /mutant is mot necessarily Gal 4 .

L) Arab is character, bsss not very useful. Ko definitite information
here on its lizkage or genetic behavior.

5) We w:re interested in norleuc. R until discoverins that the Gal involved was
677. Manten and Rowley claims re Val-TL linkage unconvineing; a proper test
on theeonine-supplemented and methionine-sunplemented minimal T*M- V¥ xToM+VS
and the rsverse, then a study of distribution of Toet vsdy shagragiar ﬂébx'rf and T+
reconbinan ts ete etc constitubkes a pruper test.

6) Who said dead K-12 ? Micromanipulion of mating, distinguishable cell nairs
yielding suspected zygotes now very successful, We're quietly accumulating
details on nost-zygotic elimination, rting rrocess etd. Even Tom's kinetic
exreriments proving very ussful,

8/Gal,’Lp’ (cis),
diploid lambda from lwoffates only. that from Gal,"Lp 2
7)Galp*Lps/Gal - Lp* Qtrans) and Galy"Lp*/Gal LpS distinguishaEleiin
Gal _2 Galg - Galy- in effectiveness; latter % ineffective on Ga}i o pgig
from énd diploid gives rare transductions: (origlnate from Lo+ Gal+ lcxaplof
crossovers, perhps, b:cause a.a. requirements and cultural conditions ot
best induction allow selection fer some auxotrophic types. Workrin progress
't qubte me yet too strictly on it. N ,
dgs clgVe Spicer can recall to you the full f%évoin;fbouz vismtit; gdrzz?z
v : iments there described. thi cst apppeoach 1s Ju
lasp Jan.,ﬂandnefgff:nqiqiﬁ and ad:ntationists never convince eaeh O?her,



